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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of offering an 
extrinsic reward to Individuals who were Involved In creative writing. Two 
essential components of creative writing that were Investigated were the 
qualtty of creative writing, as assessed by two raters who were working In 
the domain of writing, and motivational orientation which was assessed 
mainly by a locus of control test. A class of creative writing students 
served as sUbJects. Complete data was obtained for 17 of them and partial 
data for three more. 
The motivational orientation of the class which served as subjects of 
the study was profl1ed according to the locus of control test (lIE Scale) and 
a Likert Scale that was created for this study. The results Indicated that 
the class profile was no different than a random group of subjects. 
The study explored the relationship between the creative quality of 
writing students produced and Intrinsic or extrinsic motivation. Inter-rater 
reltabl1lty on the samples of student writing could not be establtshed 
between the ratings of the two evaluators, so this question could not be 
answered. Exploratory methods were used to explore the data for 
discernible patterns, but none were found. 
The study attempted to Investigate the differential effects of offering a 
reward for writing on the subjects according to motivational orientation. 
The use of exploratory methods failed to provide any evidence for any 
differential effects. 
The conclusion of the study was that creatlvtty was a difficult area to 
research, particularly using a quantttative approach. It was suggested that 
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the study of creativ1ty and motivation be focused on established authors 
whose creative quality had been already established by their publ1catlon 
record. Then, by qualitative techniques such as Interviews, the motivational 
styles of some of these established writers could be explored In the search 
for patterns that could provide Information on the relationship between 
motivation and creativity. 
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MOTIVATIONAl ORIENTATION AND CREATIVITY 
I NTRODUCT ION 
A basic Issue In the study of creativity Is to define what It Is that Is 
being explored. Writers and researchers In the field have viewed creativity 
In terms of a process, a product, a set of biological or personality 
characterlsltlcs within the person, or an atmosphere or cUmate which could 
draw forth or enhance Innovation. Historically, the Issue of whether 
creativity was a natural or supernatural process still has Its effects on how 
creativity Is viewed today (Rothenberg & Hausman, 1976). 
The significance of these definitions for research Is that they tend to 
lead the direction Into which researchers 1001< for Information on creativity. 
When the definition Is based on the biological or personality characteristics 
of the person, then creativity tends to be explored along the lines of 
biological metaphors or personaltty characteristics of creative Individuals. 
If the essence of creativity Is defined In the area of the creative cltmate, 
then research Into creativity tends to focus on the environmental conditions 
that enhance creativity, such as Simonton's (1984) research Into the early 
nurturance characteristics of eminent Individuals. 
The definition of creatlvfty also has an effect on the way In which 
creativity Is evaluated. If creativity Is considered to be the result of a 
creative process, then the process will be the focus of evaluation, often with 
a creative product being Irrelevant to the evaluation. An example of this Is 
the use of creativity tests to judge creative potential. On the other hand, If 
the basis of creativity Is thought to be the product which an Individual can 
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create, then the evaluat10n of the product becomes extremely sign1f1cant to 
the evaluation of creativity. 
Although creativity and motivation have not been Hnked to one another 
unttl fairly recently, various writers in the field of creativity have noted 
that a characterictlc creatfve IndIvIduals tended to exhibIt was the 
motivatfon to complete a task (Clark, 1983). PerkIns (1984) as wen as other 
researchers In the field of creativity (Amab1Je, 1983; Kruglanski & 
AsSOCiates, 1971; Moran & Llou, 1982) have explored intrinsic motivation 
for task perfonnance In relation to the quaHty of a product Individuals could 
create. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the differential effects of the 
offer of extrinsic rewards on the creative quality of writing on IndivIduals 
with different motivational styles. 
Research Questions 
This study attempted to answer four questions: 
1. What is the prof tie of the creative writing class in tenns of 
motivational orientation? 
2. Is there a relatfonship between the creative quaHty of writfng the 
students produce and motivational orientation? 
3. What will be the effects of offering students an extrinsiC reward 
for doing a piece of writing, and is the effect different for the 
IntrInsically motivated students than for the extrinsically motivated 
ones? 
4. If there is a difference between motivational groups, what is the 
nature of the difference? 
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Significance of the Study 
Although prior research has provided evidence that the offer of a reward 
for a creative task Is detrimental to the qual1ty of a creative product, the 
effects of the offer of a reward on different types of mot1vatlonal styles has 
not been explored. This study was designed to explore the effects of the 
offer of reward on Intrinsically and extrinsically oriented students who 
were 1nvolved 1n creative writing. This could be useful Information for 
teachers of creative writing because it could be helpful for them 1n planning 
their motivational strategies. 
Definitions 
Creativity 
As noted earl1er, creativity can be defined from a number of pOints of 
view. The difficulty with many or the definitions Is that, once they are 
establ1shed, they are extremely difficult to use as criteria to Judge 
creativity. For example, If creativity were to be evaluated In terms of a 
creative process, the next issue becomes what to call a creative process. 
Therefore, for the purposes of this paper, creativity is defined in terms 
of the product (Perkins, 1984) created by individuals who are attempting to 
be creative. The qual1ty of the product Is evaluated by two raters who are 
considered to be knowledgeable and actively engaged in the field of 
creativity being evaluated. 
Since this study focused on creative writing, the creative product was 
evaluated according to the fol1owing critera: 
1. The writer Is deaJlng with ideas In an innovative way (Arieti, 
1976; Thompson, 1982). 
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2. The writing has an aesthetic Quality to 1t (Arlett, 1976; Thompson, 
1982>' 
3. The wrtting demonstrates w1t, humor, or tnstght (Artett, 1976). 
4. The wrtter uses words tn an effecttve way. (Thts ttem was 
included as one of the criteria because the use of words can be 
viewed as a charactertsttc separate from tnnovatton tn general 
or the aesthetic Qualtty of the writtng. If it were left to be tncluded 
wtth the other two, then the other two Qualtttes could mask the use 
of language.> 
Intrtnslc Mottyatlon 
For the purposes of thIs study, the motivational orientatIon of the 
subjects was defined in terms of locus of control as determined by Rotter 
(1966), By admInIstering a locus of control test called the Internal/External 
Scale OlE Scale), a score ts establtshed by whIch the tendency to look to the 
self for reInforcement versus the tendency to look outsIde the self for 
reinforcement can be indicated. To be Intrinsically motIvated means that the 
subject Is dotng a task wIthout looktng to an outside source for 
reInforcement. A low score on the test indIcates a tendency toward an 
Intrtnstc motIvatIonal orientatIon, but an exact score between tntrtnstc 
motivation and extrtnslc motivation was not establ1shed sInce correlational 
procedures were used which made such precise dtstlnctlons unnecessary , 
ExtrInsIc Motlyatlon 
Extrinsic motivation was defIned as the tendency to do a taSk, not for the 
tnherent desire to be involved in It, but for the reward that the task would 
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br1ng. For the purposes of this study, extr1nsic motivation was assessed by 
the use of the liE Scale in which a high score on the lIE Scale signified an 
extrins1c motivational orientation. 
Limitations of the Study 
Major limitat10ns of th1s study were: 
1. The sample s1ze was small so that results could not have been 
general1zed. 
2. The class lost three SUbjects so the complete results were 
avafJable for only 17 of the 20 subjects. 
3. Due to the smalJ size of classes in post-secondary creative 
writing classesJ the sample obtained was from a narrow age range. 
4. Creativity was difficult to assessJ partly because It is such a 
nebulous concept. 
5. It was difficult to adequately train the raters due to time 
constraints. 
6. Al1 of the writing aSSignments were given lIlder class condltionsJ 
which may have affected the results. 
7. A great number of personaltty and experiential factors could have 
affected the results. 
8. Motivational orientation was treated as If it were a stable 
personaltty factor. This may not be the case. 
9. Quantitative research procedures were used In an area such as 
creativity which Is difficult to quantify. 
The Itmltations of the study were considerable and greatly affected the 
resu1ts. ThereforeJ they are discussed further In the Discussion section. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The l1terature on creativity is extremely diverse, since creativity can be 
approached from so many pOints of view as we 11 as from so many domains of 
creativity, ranging from such fields as pottery-making, and poetry, to 
innovations and inventions in science and technology. Therefore, to make the 
review more cohesive and focused, it was organized under five headings: 
definitions of creativity, research into creativity, assessing creativity, 
motivation research, and extrinsic reward and creativity. 
Definitions of Creatiyfty 
Historically, definitions of creativity usually arose from a basic 
phl1osophical orientation Perhaps a starting point, or an easy distinction to 
make, is a definition of creativity based on naturalist versus supernaturallst 
views (Rothenberg & Hausman, 1976). The natural1st view of creativity is to 
impose upon matter what has been preformed in thought, as suggested by 
Aristotle (Rothenberg & Hausman, 1976). The idea is conceived in the mind 
and a product is made as a result of thought. But the product is the evidence 
of a creat ive act having occurred. 
Plato was a supporter of the supematural1st view: -Thus Plato 
emphasizes inspiration and suggests that the creative artist 1s 'out of his 
mind' during the creative process. This suggestion is the basis for a 
tradition that makes inspiration crucial to creativity and which, in many 
instances, emphasizes either madness, altered consciousness, or mystery in 
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the creative process· (Rothenberg & Hausman, 1976, p. 28), 
Kant put forward a position that differs from that of either Plato or 
Aristotle, but seems to incorporate some of both views. He saw the process 
of creativity as a ·unique and spontaneous act that introduces a leap in 
ordinary natural processes· (Rothenberg & Hausman, 1976, p. 29). A current 
view of creativity in this trad1tion is the associationist view that creativity 
is the result of associating ideas that would not normally be put together. 
Kant saw creativ1ty as the making of your own rules, rather than following 
rules that are already establtshed by others. 
Two other writers had a significant impact on the historical views of 
creativ1ty: Galton and Freud. Galton, like Kant, viewed creativ1ty as a 
condition to be found in genius. However, Galton differed from Kant because 
he considered that genetiC factors were responsible for genius (Rothenberg & 
Hausman, 1976). Freud, on the other hand, placed the locus of creativity in 
the unconscious. From Freud's perspective, fantasy, especially unfulfilled 
fantasy, played a key role in the creative process. 
From these early writings on creativity, the various major ways in which 
creativity is viewed took their form: creativity as supernatural inspiration 
(Plato), creativity as the work of a biologically creative person (Galton), 
creativity as the product of a creative endeavor (Aristotle), creativity as 
the result of a personal characteristic or set of characteristics (Freud), and 
creat iv1ty as a process (Kant). 
Many of the more recent definitions of creativity can be categorized into 
historic ways of viewing creativity. A number of them follow the 
Aristotelean view. Spearman (1931) saw creativity as the ·power of the 
human mind to create new content...: (cited in Taylor, 1975, p. 2), In a 
siml1ar vein, Barron (1969) defined creativity as "the abllity to bring 
something new into existence." 
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Some writers felt that insight was essential to the creative process. For 
example, Thurston (1962) saw that the creative act "is characterized by the 
moment of insight which Is often preceded by noverbal1zed prefocal thinKing" 
which follows the tradition of Kant (Taylor, 1975, p. 2). MedniCK (1962), on 
the other hand, saw creativity, not as creating something totally new, but as 
a "forming of associative and largely mutual1y remote elements tnto new 
combinations" (Taylor, p. 2), 
Essentially, although the def1nltlons of creativity differ a great deal from 
one another, there are a number of similar characteristics In many of them. 
Rothenberg and Hausman ( 1976) summarize this point of view: "Minimally, 
however, creativity consists of the capacity for, or a state of, bringing 
something into being. And bringing something Into being Involves at least 
three separable components: an agent, a process, and a product" (p. 6). Taylor 
and Ellison (1976) added another component to these three--the environment 
or place where creative acts are performed. As well, Taylor (1975) Included 
the "climate" or atmosphere as an aspect of the environment. These four 
views on creativity form the basis of the current prevailing views on 
creativity. 
Areas of Research 10 Creatlylty 
The definitions of creativity are significant because the areas of 
research In creativity tend to follow along the Hnes of the definitions. For 
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example, since some definitions focus on creativity as a process, there is 
also a body of research which explores the potential processes used In a 
creative endeavor. The same Is true with defining creativity in terms of a 
creative person; the research that fol1ows this definition seeks to discover 
characteristics that creative individuals tend to exhibit. Research that 
follows the definition of creativity as demonstrated by a creative product 
tends to explore ways of identifying the creative Qualttles of the end product 
of a creative task. The same Is true of research into the creative 
environment, or cl1mate; investigators seek conditions under which 
Individuals can accomplish creative endeavors more eastly. However, 
research does not necessarl1y use only one component In its definition of 
creativity, but may use two or more of them. 
The Creative process 
Research Into understanding the creative process has yielded a small body 
of results. However, basiC to the creative process seems to be the ab1Jlty to 
transform Information Into new forms, or to associate differing Ideas Into 
new combinations (Taylor, 1975), However, beyond this, the Information Is 
sketchy. 
In 1926, Wal1as proposed a model of creative thought as a sequence of 
four stages: preparation, Incubation, Illumination, and verification (cited In 
Taylor, 1975). The preparation stage would be where Information Is gathered 
and organized Into some understandable structure. Then, during the 
Incubation stage, the mind would work on the Information without the 
Individual being consciously aware of It. At some pOint, the problem would 
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be solved in a flash of insight that was not the result of conscious effort. 
Then the insight would be verified by try1ng it out in practice. Although the 
model is widely known, 1t has not been verified by research. 
From observing work patterns of creative people, Osborn concluded that a 
common pattern of planning used by effective problem solvers was a 
technique called -brainstorming-. Based on his observations, he established a 
group form of brainstorming (cUed in Taylor, 1975). This was later 
developed by Parnes (1980) into an important strategy for a course in 
creative problem solving that is taught to 1ndividuals who are attempting to 
improve their creative thinking sk111s. 
Other researchers have suggested that certain styles of thought are 
conducive to creativity, such as divergent production, which is the abl1ity to 
list a large number of alternatives in response to a question that is 
open-ended (Gul1ford, 1980). Torrance (1962) has isolated what he believes 
are components of creative thought processes, such as the ability to 
generate a great number of alternatives around a top1c (fluency), or to 
suggest many innovative uses for items (originality). 
In Torrance's view, as well as that of a number of other researchers, 
since these thought processes have been isolated, they can be taught to 
others who can then be expected to become more creative. There is a fairly 
large body of research in the literature devoted to this question of whether 
or not creativity can be taught, and what types of evidence are acceptable to 
support either claim (Mansfield, Busse, & Krepe lka, 1978; Wi llhoft, 1982). 
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The Creative personal1ty 
Various studies have explored the characteristics of the creative 
personaltty. The two Goertzel studies (1962, 1978) as well as the study by 
Simonton (1984) gathered InformatIon on some of the most eminent 
personal1ttes recorded In historical accounts. They then establ1shed which 
characteristics were the most common In all of the subjects selected, and 
then Isolated characteristiCS that were the most common to a specific 
domain of creative work. For Instance, a large number of eminent literary 
people were flrst- or last-born children, they were voracious readers from a 
young age, grew up In homes that were emotIonally charged, and tended to 
have been singled out by an adult who became theIr mentor. 
Other researchers have focused on cognlttve styles that creative 
Individuals tend to use more frequently than do others. For example, Roe 
used psychological and biographical data to reach the conclusion that 
eminent painters and scientists have "a strong motivation to succeed .. ." 
(Taylor, 1975, p. 12). A number of other characterlsttcs have been Isolated 
that seem to describe the "creative persona1tty" as well. 
The Creatlye Product 
If a creative product Is to be used as verlflcatton that a creative act has 
taken place, then there Is a need to establish what a creative product Is, or 
perhaps more Importantly, how a creative product can be ldentlfted. Some 
researchers would be prone to consider any product to be creative If It was 
developed as the result of an Intention to be creattve. They would judge 
creativity, not by the product, but by the process Involved (Ghlseltn, 1958). 
However, many other writers and researchers would not agree w1th th1s 
view. 
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A number of writers d1rected their efforts In the direction of finding 
criteria by which to assess a creative product. Two Important criteria, 
established by Jackson and Messick (1965), were the novelty of the product 
as welJ as the appropriateness of the product for the context within which It 
was developed. Ghlselln (1958) saw an Important aspect of a creative 
product as yielding a new perspective or a unique outcome. Arletl ( 1976) 
added one more criterion to the Itst: the product needs to have an aesthetic 
quality to It. 
Although there is not a great deal of consensus as to what a creative 
product Is, part of the problem Is the great diversity of types of ends that 
result from a creative act or process. For example, how can a piece of music 
be compared to the development of a new type of technological device, or to 
a theory In one of the sciences? If a creative product Is viewed In a specific 
domain, then the selection of criteria could be simpler. 
Creatlye Climate or Enylronment 
A body of research focuses on finding or developing conditions which 
foster or enhance the creative process. For example, Torrance (1967) has 
attempted to Isolate factors that contribute to the creative process. He 
made a number of suggestions: "respect unusual questions ... , show that Ideas 
have value, provide opportunities and credit for self-Initiated learning, and 
allow performance to occur without constant threat of evaluation" (Taylor, 
1975, p. 19). Taylor ( 1972) demonstrated that Intensive sensory stimulation 
over a short period of time could facll1tate divergent thinking, wh1ch 1s 
considered to be signiftcant 1n creativity in at least some domains. 
Assessing Creatiyfty 
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There are a number of suggested ways for assessing creativity, but the 
first Issue Is, What aspect of creativity Is being assessed? For example, if 
an individual Is being assessed for creativity, then the personal 
characteristics could be compared to those found In the l1terature based on 
creative personal1tles. 
A number of tests for creativity are available, such as the TTCT (Torrance 
Test of Creative Thinking). However, several researchers view wfth 
skepticism the assessment of creativity by using a test. One of the reasons 
Is that the test has been used to assess pre- and posttest gains after 
teach1ng creative thinking. Often the tests show gains In creativity scores, 
but If the students were asked to do a creative task as wen, there appeared 
to be no apparent change in the qual1ty of the product they created after 
taking creativity training (Crockenberg, 1972; Mansfield & AsSOCiates, 
1978). 
Other researchers have detected problems with creativity tests as well. 
A study carried out by WI I thoft ( 1982) shows that, by giving instruct ions to 
the sUbJects of a TTCT in different ways, the results could be eastly biased. 
Secondly, Zamegar and Hocevar (1984) found that the "fluency· aspect 
(number of items I1sted) of the TTCT greatly Influenced the testing for 
another component of creative thinking, ·orlglnallty·. Perkins (1984) added 
to the case against the acceptance of creativity test scores as an indicator 
of creative functioning. In his view, the scores and the QuaHty of creaUve 
output did not relate well to one another in practice. 
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Germaine to many concepts of creativity are three components: the person 
doing the creating, the process Involved, and the product that serves as the 
outcome. It is difficult to assess whether or not a creaUve act has taken 
place unless a product Is readlly avallable. In Perkins' (1984) vtew, the most 
useful way to assess creativtty Is to have a panel of evaluators judge the 
Quality of the creative product. 
Barron and Harrington (1981) suggest that all crtteria would not fit all 
circumstances that can be considered to be creative. Therefore, it is 
necessary to develop field-speclf1c criteria that would fa creative writing 
alone. For example, Ariett (1976) suggests three criterta that frequently 
appear in the l1terature In assessing creative writing. These are the 
innovative use of ideas, an aesthetic qual1ty in the writing, and the 
demonstration of wit, humor, or insight. 
Motivation Research 
Psychologists have long been Interested tn what moUvates human beings 
to do the things that they do. Freud proposed that human beings are driven to 
to fulfill their needs, whtch are often unconscious and based on subl1mated 
urges that could not be leglmately fulfilled. Maslow (1968) proposed a 
counter theory which suggested that motivation can be based on needs 
(deprivation), or it can be aroused by a desire to rtse above the needs and to 
fulft1l the desires that a person naturally has (self-actual1zatton). 
However, Bem (1972) suggested that motivatton 1s not just one type of 
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force, but two--Intrlnsic motivation, and extrinsic motivation. His proposal 
became know as the ·self-percept1on- theory (Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 
1973>-
When an Individual observes another person engaging In some 
activity, he Infers that the other Is Intrinsically motivated to engage 
In that activity to the extent that he does not perceive salient, 
unambitious, and sufficient extrinSic conttngencles to which to 
attribute the other's behavior. Self-perception theory proposes that 
a person engages In slmt1ar processes of Inference about his own 
behavior and Its meaning (p. 129). 
According to self-perception theory, a person will view what he/she Is 
doing to be Intrinsically motivated unless he/she receives evidence to the 
contrary. This Issue of Itself may be of minor significance, but If the 
consideration Is made that Individuals perceive themselves differently based 
on whether they feel they are doing something because they want to 
(Intrinsic motivation) or because of some force outside themselves 
(extrinsic motivation), then the Issue becomes significant for a large number 
of Issues that apply to creativity and education (Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 
1973). 
Another concept, which arises out of the self-perception theory that Is 
basic to much of the research on motivation Is what has become cal1ed the 
·overJustificatlon· hypothesis (Seligman, Fazla, & lanna, 1980). Lepper, 
Greene, and Nisbett, ( 1973) state this as -the proposition that a person's 
Intrinsic Interest In an activity may be undermined by Inducing him to engage 
In that activity as an explicit means to some extrinsic goar (p. 130). 
If an Individual Is Involved In an activity because of Interest, then the 
offer of a reward for doing the taSK will cause him/her to assume that 
he/she Is doing the task for extr1ns1c reasons. The resultant effect Is that 
the Individual loses subsequent interest In performing the task. 
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A number of studies were designed to Investigate whether or not the 
self-perception theory, and In particular the overjustlficatlon hypothesis, 
could be verified. For example, Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett (1973) randomly 
assigned preschool chl1dren who showed an Interest In drawing Into three 
treatment groups: an expected-award condition, and unexpected-award 
condition, and a no-award condition. The students tn the expected-award 
group were told that they would receive an award If they would do some 
drawing for a specified period of time. The unexpected award subjects were 
given the task of drawing, then were given the awards wfthout being told In 
advance. The third group was assigned the task of drawtng but was not told 
anythtng about a reward, nor did they get one. 
Between one and two weeks later, the students were asked to do the same 
type of drawing that they had been asked to do for the research project. The 
observers, who watched the students from behind a one-way mirror wall, 
noticed that the expected reward students had lost Interest In drawing, 
whUe the other two groups were as Interested In the task as they had been 
prior to the research treatment. This study was repl1cated by Greene and 
Lepper (1974) on a larger sample; they obtained the same results. 
Spence (1970) selected a sample of 100 chHdren from lower class 
backgrounds (various ethnic backgrounds Included) and 100 middle class 
chl1dren. One of the objectives of the study was to explore the results of 
using symbol1c reinforcers as opposed to material ones. and to test the 
effects on chl1dren of different backgrounds. The reinforcers for correct 
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answers to questions were a flashing Hght, a bean being entered into a 
container, a l1ght or a bean that represented a candy reward for each correct 
answer (to be given later), and candies. Of the five groups involved tn the 
study, the number of correct responses, starting with the highest, were the 
group retnforced by l1ght, beans, l1ght representing candy, beans representing 
candy, and finally, candy. According to these results, the use of -material 
reinforcers produce poorer performance than purely symbollc ones- (Spence, 
1970, p. 109). As well, no significant differences were found between the 
children of dtfferent socio-economtc backgrounds. 
Sel1gman. Fazl, and Zanna (1980) discovered that -many studies dealing 
with task satisfactton demonstrate that behavior performed under sal1ent, 
external contingencies of reinforcement weakens the attribution of the 
behavior to intrinsic reasons .. : (p. 454>. For example, in the 1978 study by 
Batson and Associates (cited in Sel1gman, Fazi & Zama, 1980), SUbjects who 
did a task after being promised payment rated themselves lower on an 
altruistic scale than the subjects who were not informed of any financial 
reward. 
In a study by Salancik in 1974, housewives were interviewed about energy 
conservation and what they were doing in relation to the problem of a 
shortage of energy. Then the subjects were divided into an Intrinsic 
treatment group and an extrinsic treatment group. The Intrinsic group was 
given a set of reasons why they might want to conserve energy for their own 
purposes. The extrinsic treatment group was given only extrinsic reasons 
for conserving energy. When the subjects were asked to Indicate what their 
intentions were in relation to energy conservation, the Intrinsic group 
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expressed a s1gn1f1cantly greater des1re to practice energy conservation. 
Sel1gman, Fazla, and Zanna (t 980) appl1ed the focusing of subjects toward 
intrinsic or extrinsic reasons for their behavior toward relationships. As 
subjects, they selected dating couples who volunteered to be Involved tn the 
study. Nineteen couples were randomly assigned to one of three groups: an 
intrinsic set, an extrinsic set, and no set (control group). Then, the couples 
in the intrinsic set were focused on open-ended Questions where they were 
asked to choose why they went wtth their boyfriend or girlfriend. The 
extrinsic set was asked to do the same, except the Questions were phrased in 
such a way that the subjects were focused on extrinsic aspects (external 
beneftts) of the relationship. The results of the study indicated that the 
subjects who were focused on possible extrinsic reasons for dating their 
boyfriends or girlfriends, expressed that they felt less love for them (during 
the study) than the subjects who had been focused on Intrinsic reasons for 
their relationships. 
Harter ( 1981 ) attempted to take the Issue of Intr1ns1c and extr1nslc 
mot1vat10n further into analysis by dev1slng a scale by which students could 
be assessed. To accompltsh this, he selected a group of dichotomous 
statements (p. 304): 
Intrinsic 
Preference for challenge. 
Curlouslty/lnterest. 
I ndependent mastery. 
Extrinsic 
Preference for easy work. 
Pleas1ng the teacher or gett tng 
grades. 
Dependence on the teacher. 
I ndependent JUdgment. Reliance on the teacher's 
judgment. 
Internal criteria. External criteria. 
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These criteria were used as a basis for judging intrinsic motivation from 
extrinsic motivation. Although the distinction between intrinsic and 
extrinsic criteria for assessment purposes are obviously created for 
students in a school setting, they can be general1zed to other situations as 
well. 
Extrinsic Reward and Creatlylty 
A number of studies that focused on how climate affects creativity have 
explored the effects of external rewards as InhIbItors of creative 
functioning. For example, Kruglanskl, Friedman, and Zeevl (1971) randomly 
assigned 32 high school students to two treatment groups: a no IncentIve 
group (NOINC), and an extrinsic Incentive group (EXTINC>. The EXTINC group 
was Informed that, as a reward for good performance In the study, they 
would be taken from their kibbutz In Israel for a tour of the University of 
Tel-Aviv. The tasks they were asked to perform were creative ones: 
1. Write as many titles as they could on a given literary work. 
2. Write a short story using as many as possible of a JIst of fifty 
words that were given to them. 
The no Incentive group scored more highly than the extrinsic reward group, 
as evaluated by two Judges who achIeved an Inter-rater correlation of .92. 
McGraw and McCullers (1979) assigned a set of problem-solvIng tasks to 
two groups of college students. They offered a reward to one group, but not 
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to the other. The reward group did approximately as wel1 as the non-reward 
group on problems that required straight computation, but the reward group 
did much worse on the tasl< that required a creative solution. 
In 1982, Moran and Liou conducted a study to explore the effects of 
rewards on 80 college students who were involved in a creative tasl<. The 
subjects were divided into two groups according to their intel1lgence level, 
as assessed by an 10 test. Then each group was subdivided into a reward and 
a non-reward group. The findings of the study suggest that students of high 
abl1tty did worl< that was less creative when the researchers offered them 
monetary rewards. On the other hand, students of lower ability tended to 
improve their creative functioning as a result of being motivated by the 
promise of a financial reward. 
Amabl1e (1983) attempted to tal<e the concept of external reward into 
another level of intrinsic and extrinsic motivators. She focused the subjects 
of her study on extrinsic or intrinsic reasons for writing, then cheded for a 
differential effect in the creative quaHty of their writing. She found that 
the control group, which received no focus orientation, and the group wh1ch 
was focused on Intrinsic reasons for writing, showed no appreciable 
differences between the pre- and posttest. The group that received the 
extrinsic focus showed significantly decreased creative qual1ty on the 
posttest, as judged by a panel of 12 evaluators who were poets. 
The studies by Kruglansl<i, Friedman, and Zeevl (1971), AmabfJe (1983), 
and Moran and Uou (1982) as well as others point in the direction that the 
offer of an extrinsic reward has a detrimental effect on the quality of a 
creative tasl<. However, there is room for a number of studies to discover 
the spec1flcs of the detrimental effects. 
Need for the Study 
Various studies have explored various characteristics of creativity and 
motivation. A number of the them have looked at the effects of reward or 
other extrtnstc factors, such as the anttctpated evaluat10n of the creat1ve 
product as an extrinsic treatment. Yet many of the studies ignore the 
personal characteristics of the subjects even though they could be as 
slgn1flcant as the offer of a reward. 
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One such characteristic that was not Included in any of the studies was 
the 1n1tial mot1vational orlentatton of the subjects. It Is plausible to 
assume that Individuals who have an Intrinsic mot1vatlon toward a creative 
task might react differently to an extrinsic reward than subjects who have 
an extrinsic ortentatlon to the task. It Is the 1ntent of this study to explore 
this Issue. 
METHODOLOGY 
Research Design 
This research project was designed as a correlational study whose 
purpose was to explore the relationship between motivational orientation 
and the creative quality of writing. Descriptive statistics were selected to 
explore the significance of the data collected. 
The Sample 
Since one of the objectives of the study was to explore the motivational 
orientation of students who voluntartly enrolled In a creative writing course, 
the potential Institutions that could yield such subjects were a university or 
a coJlege. Since the creative writing courses offered at a college were 
non-credit, the SUbjects were chosen from that Institution because there 
was a greater chance that students were taking the course out of Interest In 
writing, rather than for some other purpose such as credit toward a program 
of studies. 
The original research design Included the use of two college classes as 
subjects. However, the smaJl size of one class (9 students) prevented the 
Incorporation of the class Into the study. This class was then used to test 
the Instruments used In the research project as well as to test the 
feaslbiJ1ty of the research design. 
The class which served as the SUbjects for the study consisted of twenty 
students. Significant class characteristics were that all of the students 
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were senior citizens, and all of the students who were present for all the 
segments of the research were women. For this reason, there was no 
expectation that the results of the study would be generaltzable to a 
different population. 
The class started with 20 students, but three of the original students 
were not present when the research treatment was administered. As a 
result, all of the data could be obtained for only 17 of the students, with 
partial data for three more. 
The Instruments 
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Three Instruments were used for this study: a locus of control test called 
the liE Scale, a questionnaire, and a ltkert scale for motivation. 
The liE Scale. Rotter (1982) discovered that Individuals vary In the 
source of their reinforcement. Some tend to look for reinforcement from an 
external source (do a task for a reward) whl1e others are self-reinforcing (do 
a task because they want to do It>. Although there may be task-specific 
motivation, Rotter has developed and tested the liE Scale that Is designed to 
determine an Individual's Internal or external motivational orientation. For 
the purposes of this study, motivational orientation was determined by the 
liE Scale (see Appendix A) . 
The liE Scale consists of 29 items where the respondent is asked to make 
a forced choice between two possible statements as being closer to hlslher 
personal beliefs. Except for a few filler Items, the choices are between an 
Item that places control of a situation In the respondent's hands, or In the 
control of an external source. The scale Is marked according to the number of 
external locus of control Items that are chosen. The higher the score, the 
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more extrinsic is the locus of control, with the highest possible score being 
22 and the lowest O. Thus, the lower the score, the more intrinsic the locus 
of control. 
The lIE Scale has been subjected to a number of reJ1abllty tests (Rotter, 
1966). For Instance, a Kuder-Richardson test on 400 combined male and 
female elementary psychology students at Ohio State University yielded a 
score of .70. A combined population of tenth, eleventh and twelfth grade 
students numbering 1000 subjects (both male and female) yielded a score of 
.69 on a Kuder-Richardson test. Test-retest rellablltty after one month for 
Ohio State University students resulted In a .60 score, while two-month 
reltablHty tests for students from the same university yielded .49. 
The Questionnaire. A Questionnaire was developed for the study to 
collect Information that could provide more Insight into the backgrounds of 
the students in relation to motivation such as previous creative writing 
courses taken, previous publications, and writing preferences (see Appendix 
B). As well, how the subjects viewed the motivator was explored. When a 
motivator Is being used In conjunction with writing, there Is the possibility 
that the SUbjects react to It In different ways based on motivational 
orientation. If that Is the case, It was seen as Important to collect data on 
what these different perceptions might be, and how they could affect the 
Qua I I ty of the wrl t Ing. 
A Likert Scale was constructed In an attempt to Investigate whether or 
not there was a relationship between extrinsic or intrinsic motivation for 
writing (see Appendix B) and general motivational orientation as judged by 
the lIE Scale. The source of the criteria was a set of thirteen Items Isolated 
by Amabt Ie ( 1983, p. 11-12) and pretested on 20 undergraduate students. The 
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scale was designed w1th lower numbers representing intrinslc motlvatlon 
and higher numbers representlng extrlnsic motlvation to parallel the method 
of scoring used for the lIE Scale. 
The purpose of the Likert scale on motlvation was to test for a 
correlation between an internal or external locus of control to a set of 
criteria that indicate intrinsic or extrinsic motivation specific to writing. 
The scale was developed for this study and field tested on a class of college 
level students in creative wr1ting (9 subjects). As a result of thls, the flve 
pOint scale (strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor dlsagree, disagree, and 
stongly disagree) was reduced to a four-polnt scale by dropplng the "neither 
agree nor disagree" response because the test results showed a very flat 
proflle, with l1ttle difference between the highest and lowest scores. 
Research procedure 
Durlng an Introductory session, the subjects were Informed that the study 
was exploring an aspect of creative writing (see Appendix C). They were told 
that the process would Include the coJlectlon of a sample of writing, 
responses to two Questionnaires, and a writing activity that they would be 
asked to do during class time. 
1. During normal class activity, samples of writing were collected from 
each subject without Informing them In advance that the specific assignment 
would be used for research until after the data had been collected. The 
writing was collected as baseJ1ne data so that the creative Quality of the 
writing could be assessed by two raters and then the results compared to 
motivational orientation and to post-treatment changes In the writing. 
2. Data collection and the treatment were conducted during class time 
with the class as a group: 
a. The locus of control test was administered flrst. 
b. The subjects were given fluency, orlginal1ty, and elaboration 
questions for a warm-up exercise so that the subjects were able to 
write more easlly when the writing assfgnment would be given. 
c. The treatment was administered immediately after the 
26 
warm-up session. The students were informed that they were involved 
in a writing competition. The three students who would do the best 
creative writing would receive, as an award, their pieces of writing 
suitably printed and mounted for display. This award was deliberately 
chosen for two extrinsic motivational components: the possible 
receipt of a tangible reward for writing, and the appeal to public 
awareness in the display nature of the award. 
d. The students were aSKed to do a short piece of writing, either prose 
or poetry, showing their response to, or thoughts or feel1ngs about, any 
of the seasons of the year: winter, spring, summer, or fall. 
e. When the subjects were finished, they were aSKed to f111 out 
the questionnaire, which included the liKert scale. 
f. The samples of writing were then given to the raters in reverse 
order so that the sequence in which the data was analyzed would not 
inadvertently affect the results. 
Inter-rater Reliability. The creative quality of the writing was evaluated 
by two raters who worK in the domain of creative writing. Rater 1 has 
written articles, and short stories, and worKS as an editor of a magazine. 
Rater 2 has written radio drama for the international market as well as 
articles for magazines, and is currently worKing as a journaltst. 
In order to assess creative quality, the raters evaluated the pieces of 
writing according to the innovative way in which ideas were treated, the 
demonstration of wit, humor, or insight, the aesthetics of the writing, and 
the effectiveness of the use of words by the writer. Each criterion was 
assessed on a scale from 1-10. All scores for the four components were 
added together, resulting in a total creativity score (a maximum of 40). 
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Due to the schedules of the raters, it was difficult to arrange a training 
session, and when one was scheduled, the raters could not come at the same 
time. An attempt was made to standardize the procedure and the way in 
which the criteria would be used for evaluating the writing by using the 
assessment instruments on the field test samples. However, an inter-rater 
reliability level that was sufficiently high enough was not obtained by this 
procedure. 
The pieces of writing were separated Into the baseJtne data (the pieces of 
wrl t Ing co Ilected prior to the treatment) and the post-treatment data. The 
wr1ting was assessed by the evaluators In reverse order; one evaluator 
received the base-line data first, and the other one received the posttest 
data first. Then the data was exchanged so that both evaluators assessed all 
of the writing used In the study. The raters were not aware of who the 
SUbjects of the study were because all of the data was Identified by code 
numbers on Iy. 
The rating levels were fairly stable for Rater 1 between the baseline and 
post-treatment assessments of writing. Rater 2 was more generous overall 
In the assessments given. The assessments by both raters were higher for 
the post-treatment. 
A Pearson product moment correlation was computed on the baseline 
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scores between both evaluators (see Table 1). The resultant value of .13 (at 
a .57 probabil1ty level) was considered too low to justify using these scores 
1n any subsequent analysis. A scatterplot was used to show the distribution 
of each evaluator's scores (see Figure 1). 
S1nce 1nter-rater rel1ab111ty could not be established for the overall 
assessments of creativity between both raters, the individual criterion 
assessments were correlated between both raters to see if the differences 
were on only one of the criteria (that is criterion 1 for both raters, criterion 
2 for both raters, and so on). A Pearson product moment correlation between 
the individual criteria on basel1ne data for both raters yielded results that 
were qu1te simHar to that of the overall correlation: .31, .54, -.06, and .07 
(see Table 2). 
Data Analysis procedures 
Research Quest ion One 
I. To proftle the motivational orientation of the class, the following 
procedures were used: 
a. the lIE Scale scores were displayed on a bar graph (see Figure 2) 
show Ing both the c lass and nonned means. 
b. the Likert motivational scores were displayed on a bar graph In 
the same order as the lIE Scale. 
2. The motivational scores on the lIE Scale and the Likert scale 
(Amabile, 1983) were compared by correlation to determine If generalized 
motivational orientation (lIE Scale score) relates to Intrinsic or 
extrinsic motivation (Likert scale score) that is specific to writing. 
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Table 1 
CORRELATION OF THE TWO RATERS' ASSESSMENTS OF WRITING 
STUDENTS: SCALES: BASELINE DATA: POST -TREATMENT DATA: 
liE LI~EBl BATEB] BAlEB 2 BATEB ] BATEB 2 
1 14 29 16 19 9 25 
2 13 29 19 28 25 24 
3 12 31 13 22 14 22 
4 11 23 11 24 12 21 
5 11 34 16 . 23 25 26 
6 10 30 18 28 14 21 
7 10 27 19 33 24 29 
8 10 22 22 27 25 29 
9 8 31 21 18 9 23 
10 8 32 13 22 13 22 
11 7 27 21 25 21 29 
12 7 9 33 
13 7 29 12 25 19 22 
14 6 26 10 24 18 28 
15 5 29 15 23 20 28 
16 3 28 14 19 9 26 
17 2 30 11 32 20 25 
18 1 1 17 
19 8 20 
2Q J 2~ 16 2~ H~ JI 
M- 8.09 28.35 14.75 24.3 17.35 25.35 
SO" J.61 J.QJ 4.12 4.68 5.58 J.12 
Pearson product moment correlation coefficIent for: 
-baseline data = .13 (p=.57) 
-post-treatment data =.48 (ps:.05) 
-liE and Likert Scales = .26 (p=.33) 
-liE Scale to Rater 1 on baseline data - .01 (p-.93) 
-lIE Scale to Rater 2 on baseline data = .28 (p=.24) 
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Table 2 
BASELINE DATA BY CRITERIA 
STUDENTS: RATER HBY CRITERIA): RATER 2 (BY CRITERIA): 
] 2 J ~ ] 2 J 4 
1 3 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 
2 5 5 4 5 7 7 7 7 
3 3 3 3 4 3 3 9 6 
4 4 2 2 3 6 5 7 6 
5 4 3 5 4 6 5 6 6 
6 4 5 4 5 6 7 7 7 
7 5 5 4 5 8 8 8 9 
8 6 6 4 6 6 6 8 7 
9 6 4 5 6 4 4 5 5 
10 3 4 1 5 6 5 5 6 
1 1 6 5 4 6 6 6 7 6 
12 2 3 2 2 6 9 9 9 
13 3 4 2 3 6 6 7 6 
14 3 2 2 3 7 5 6 6 
15 4 4 3 4 5 5 7 6 
16 3 3 3 5 5 5 4 5 
17 3 3 2 3 8 8 8 8 
18 3 2 3 3 4 4 4 5 
19 2 2 2 2 4 4 7 5 
20 3 4 4 5 6 6 6 6 
M= 3.75 3.65 3.15 4.2 5.65 5.65 6.6 6.3 
SD= 1.22 1.35 1.10 1.16 1.31 1.50 1.40 1.19 
Pearson product moment correlat10n coeff1c1ent for: 
-Cr1terlon 1 (1nnovat1ve 1deas) between the two raters= .31 (p=.18) 
-Crlterlon 2 (aesthetlcs) between the two raters= .54 (p=.02) 
-Crlter10n 3 (wlt, humor, or lnslght) between the two raters= -.06 
(p=.77) 
-Cr1terton 4 (use of words) between the two raters= .07 (p=.7S) 
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Research Question Two 
To determine whether or not there was a relationship between the 
creative quaHty of the wrlttng produced by the subjects and motivational 
orientation, each student's average score was to be calculated between the 
two raters and then a correlation was to be calculated between the average 
scores and the liE Scale scores. Since a significant correlation was not 
established between the two raters' assessments of the creative qualtty of 
the writing, this procedure was replaced by the following procedures which 
were exploratory In nature and were not expected to give definitive results. 
Rather than using an average creativity score for each student the 
overall baseline creativity scores for Rater 1 and Rater 2 were Individually 
correlated with the motivational scores from the liE Scale In an exploration 
for a possible trend between motivational orientation and the creative 
qual1ty of wrlttng. A graph and a box-and-whlsker plot were used to display 
the data. 
There was a posslbll1ty that the Inter-rater correlation was largely 
affected by the ratings on one or two of the criteria used to calculate the 
overal1 creatlvtty quality. Therefore, a correlation was calculated between 
the Individual scores for each criterion by each rater. 
Research Qyestlon Three 
To explore whether the offer of a reward for writing had a differential 
effect on the SUbjects according to their motivational orientation, It would 
have been necessary to establish a high Inter-rater rel1ablllty. Therefore, the 
following procedure was only exploratory In nature, with the search for 
possible trends: 
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1. The correlations between the baseline and post-treatment data were 
analyzed for Rater 1 and Rater 2 separately by comparing the means, and 
changes in the individual creativity scores. These relatlonshlps were 
displayed on charts, a box-and-whlsker plot, and a display of 
difference scores. 
2. Correlations were calculated between the creativity assessments for 
each criterion by both raters. The correlations, means, and standard 
deviations were compared between the baseltne and post-treatment 
assessments and between the two raters. 
Research Question four 
In order to explore the differential effects between SUbjects who were 
Intrlnslcal1y motivated and those who were extrfnslcal1y motlvated, It would 
have been necessary to establish a high Inter-rater correlation. Since this 
was not obtained, and the exploration for Itnks between motivational 
or1entatlon and creat1ve quality of wr1tlng fal1ed to reveal any s1gnlf1cant 
relationships, the exploration focused on the data In the questionnaire with 
respect to: 
-reactions to being Involved In the study 
-reactIons to beIng offered a reward for writing 
-stated reward preferences for a writing task 
-personal reasons for wanting to write. 
RESULTS 
Research Question One 
What Is the prof He of the creatIve writing class In terms of motlyatlonal 
orientation? 
The motivational profile of the creative writing class was explored by 
the use of two Instruments: the lIE Scale for locus of control, and the LIkert 
Scale to profile the motivational orientation toward writing. The class 
ranged from a low score of 1 (most IntrInsiC) to a high score of 14 
(moderately extrinsic) on the lIE Scale, with the mean score being 8.09 for 
the 18 students whose test results were avatlable. Although Rotter recorded 
several nonned means for coHege students on the liE Scale, the mean for his 
largest sample of subjects was 8.29 (see Figure 2), with other means for 
college students ranging from 7.71 to 8.42. Although It Is difficult to have 
much confidence In scores from a small sample, the data suggest that the 
creative writing class did not exhibit a strongly Intrinsic or extrinsic 
pattern. 
As well, an attempt was made to prof tie the motivational orientation of 
the SUbjects toward writing Itself on a LIkert Scale (see Figure 3). The 
prof tie turned out fairly flat, with the scores ranging from 22 (most 
Intrinsically oriented toward writing) to 34 (most extrinslcal1y oriented 
toward writing), with the mean being 28.35. The prof tie of the LIkert Scale 
did not suggest any motivational pattern either. 
A correlation was calculated between the scores on the lIE Scale and the 
Likert Scale to see If a relationship would be Indicated between them. 
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The correlation coefficient was .26, positive, but not significant at the .05 
level (see Table 1). Therefore, there was no evidence to suggest that 
intrinsic or extrinsic motivation to write, as assessed by the Ukert Scale 
scores, was significantly related to locus of control. The lack of validity in 
the Ukert Scale suggests that this instrument needs further reffnement. 
Research Question Two 
Is there a relationshiD between the creative Quality of the writing students 
produce and motivational orientation? 
In order to correlate the creative quality of the subjects' writing to 
motivational orientation, it is first necessary to demonstrate that one has a 
reliable measure of the "creative quality" of the SUbjects' writing. Since the 
inter-rater correlation was only 0.13, the original methodology could not be 
followed. 
Therefore, an altemate procedure was attempted. The creative quality 
assessments by each rater were correlated to the scores from the liE Scale. 
The correlation coefficient for the baseline writing assessments with the 
liE Scale was 0.0 I for Rater I and 0.28 for Rater 2, both positive but not 
significant (see Table I). The distribution of the two raters' scores were 
displayed on a graph (see Figure 4), but again, no dlscemible pattem 
emerged. 
Research Quest Ion Three 
What will be the effects of offering students an extrinsic reward for doing a 
piece of writing. and is the effect different for the intrinsically motivated 
students than for the extrinsically motivated ones? 
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Since no significant rel1abl1ities could be establ1shed for the creative 
Quallty of writing, the data could not be used to provide 1nformation for th1s 
Question. However, the data for Rater 1 and 2 were inspected for possible 
trends by comparing the basellne and post-treatment data. 
The mean for Rater 1 between the basellne and post-treatment 
assessments increased from 14.75 to 17.35 (see Table 1) while the mean for 
Rater 2 increased from 24.3 to 25.35, which was not a substantial amount. 
Rater 2 was more generous in overall assessments, but the increase between 
baseline and post-treatment was smaller than for Rater 2 (see Figure 5). 
The data was inspected for patterns based on the individual criteria 
assessments. For each criterion, the means for each rater Increased, with 
the greatest Increases by Rater 1 (see Tables 2 & 3). The standard deviations 
were lower for Rater 1 on the basellne data, whl1e they were lower for Rater 
2 on the post-treatment data. When the raters were given the data to assess, 
Rater 1 received the data for the post-treatment first while Rater 2 
received the baseline data first. The ratings that were carried out first had 
the greatest variabiHty on the overall ratings as well as for each criterion 
(see Tables 1, 2, and 3>-
The correlations were higher between the two raters for the 
post-treatment than for the baseline data. The baseline inter-rater 
correlation coefficient for overall creativity assessments was .13 and .48 
(p-O.05) for the post-treatment data (see Table 1). This same pattern carried 
through for the assessments of the individual criteria as well, but no 
relationship could be established between the Quality of writing and 
motivational orientation. 
In order to assess what effect the offer of a reward had on creative 
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writing in reference to motivational orientation, the differences in the 
scores between baseline and post-treatment ratings were calculated for 
both raters (see Table 4). Although the data for both raters showed a slightly 
larger number of decreases 1n scores between baseline and post-treatment 
ratings for the subjects with higher lIE Scale scores (extrinsic motivation), 
the pattern is not established clearly enough to form the basis for any 
conc I us ions. 
Research Question four 
If there is a difference between the mottyational groups, what ts the nature 
of the dtfference? 
None of the data provided any evidence of differences between 
IntrInsIcally and extrinslcal1y motivated SUbjects In relatIon to the creative 
qua1tty of wrlttng. Some SUbjects wIth hIgh extrInsic motIvational scores 
had higher scores after the treatment, while others had lower scores, so 
there was no clearly discernible dtfference between the two groups. 
The data from the questionnaire was then explored in order to check for 
apparent dIfferences based on IntrInsic or extrinsic motIvation. The data did 
not tndicate that there was a pattern based on how the sub jects reacted to 
the study (see Table 5), but there seemed to be a pattern based on how the 
subjects reacted to the offer of a reward for writtng (see Table 6). Al1 of the 
positive responses were close to the meanJ whtJe most of the negative 
responses were in the higher extrinsic scores. Most of the neutral responses 
were In the Intrinsic locus of control range. Although the sample was too 
small to have any confidence tn the pattern that was suggestedJ the 
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TABLE 3 
POST-TREATMENT DATA BY CRITERIA 
STUDENTS: SCALES: RATER 1 (BY CRITERIA ): RATER 2 (BY CRITERIA): 
liE LIKERT 1. 2 J ~ 1 2 J ~ 
1 14 29 2 2 2 3 6 6 7 6 
2 13 29 6 6 6 7 6 5 7 6 
3 12 31 3 4 3 4 5 5 6 6 
4 11 23 3 3 2 4 5 5 6 5 
5 11 34 6 6 5 8 6 6 7 7 
6 10 30 3 4 3 4 5 5 6 5 
7 10 27 6 7 6 5 7 7 8 7 
8 10 22 6 6 6 7 8 7 7 7 
9 8 31 2 2 3 2 5 5 7 6 
10 8 32 3 4 1 5 5 5 6 6 
1 1 7 27 5 6 5 5 7 7 8 7 
12 7 
13 7 29 5 5 4 5 7 5 5 5 
14 6 26 5 3 4 6 7 7 7 7 
15 5 29 3 5 5 7 7 7 8 6 
16 3 28 2 2 2 3 7 6 6 7 
17 2 30 5 5 4 6 6 6 7 6 
18 
19 
20 1 25 5 6 6 5 8 8 8 7 
M- 8.09 28.35 4.12 4.47 3.9 5.06 6.29 6.00 6.826.24 
SO= 3.61 3.03 2.21 1.57 1.58 1.58 1.03 .94 .86 .78 
Pearson product moment correlation coefficient: 
-Criterion 1 (innovative ideas) between the two raters = .50 (p=.04) 
-Criterion 2 (aesthetics) between the two raters" .48 (p=.16) 
-Criterion 3 (wit, humor, insight) between the two raters = .71 
(p=.Ol) 
-Criterion 4 (use of words) between the two raters '" .38 (p=.13) 
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Table 4 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BASELINE AND POST-TREATMENT 
CREATIVITY SCORES 
liE SCAlE RATER 1 RATER 2 
BASE POST DIFFERENCE BASE POST DIFFERENCE 
14 16 9 -7 19 25 +6 
13 19 25 +6 28 24 -4 
12 13 14 + 1 22 22 0 
1 1 1 1 12 +1 24 21 -3 
1 1 16 25 +9 23 26 +3 
10 18 14 -4 28 21 -7 
10 19 24 +5 33 29 -4 
10 22 25 +3 27 29 +2 
8 21 9 -12 18 23 +5 
8 13 13 0 22 22 0 
7 21 21 0 25 29 +2 
7 Mlss1ng data 
7 12 19 +7 25 22 -3 
6 10 18 +8 24 28 +4 
5 15 20 +5 23 28 +5 
3 14 9 -5 19 26 +17 
2 1 1 20 +9 32 25 +7 
Mtssing data 
Missing data 
16 18 +2 24 31 +7 
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Figure 5 
60X-AND-WHISKER PLOTS OF CREATIVITY RATINGS 
RATER 1 RATER 2 
40 BASEliNE POST-TREATMENT BASELINE POST-TREATMENT 
35 
30 
CREATIVITY 
SCORES BY 25 
BOTH RATERS 
20 
15 
10 
5 
(THE WHISKERS REPRESENT THE fiRST AND 
LAST QUARTllfS Of THE DATA.) 
lIE 
SCORES 
10-14 
(EXTRINSIC 
TENDENCY) 
7-9 
(MID-RANGE 
BETWEEN 
Table 5 
FREQUENCV DISTRIBUTION OF REACTIONS 
TO INVOLVEMENT IN THE STUDY 
POSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE 
14,12,11 13,11,10 
10, 10 
8,8,7,7 
OR I E NT AT IONS) 
1-6 
(INTRINSIC 
TENDENCY) 
6,3,2, 1 5 
NOTE: THE FIGURES IN THE CELLS REPRESENT lIE SCALE SCORES. 
THE CELLS DISIGNAHD "POSITIVE", "NEUTRAL" OR 
"NEGATIVE" ARE SUBJECTS' RESPONSES TO BEING 
INVOLVED IN THE STUDY. 
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Table 6 
FREQUENCV DISTRIBUTION OF REACTIONS 
TO THE OFFER OF A REWARD 
liE 
SCORES 
10-14 
(EXTRINSIC 
TENDENCY) 
7-9 
(MID- RANGE 
BETWEEN 
a R I E NT AT IONS) 
1- 6 
(INTRINSIC 
TENDENCY) 
POSITIVE 
10, 10 
8,8 
2 
NEUTRAL NEGATIVE 
13, 10 ,2,"," 
7 
6,5,3 1 
NOTE: THE fiGURES I N THE CEllS REPRESENT lIE SCALE SCORES. 
THE CEllS DISIGNATED "POSITIVE", "NEUTRAL" OR 
"NEGATIVE" ARE SUBJECTS' RESPONSES TO BEl NG 
OffERED A REWARD. 
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response to the motivator according to liE Scale score could be explored in 
another study based on a larger sample. 
When the subjects were asked to suggest future motivators for research, 
the possible choices were either extrinsic motivators or Intrinsic ones. 
Contrary to what was expected, the mot ivators that were chosen bore no 
clear relationship to the type of motivation (extrinsic or intrinsic) that the 
subjects themselves exhibited, as assessed by the lIE Scale. However, it is 
interesting to note that only one intrinsic motivator (no reward at all) was 
suggested by a subject, and all of the rest of the motivators were extrinsic 
rewards. The reason for this is not clear, but one possible explanation is that 
the idea of an extrinsic "motivator" for writing may have been suggested by 
the use of an extrinsic reward in the study. 
When the class was told what the motivator for the study would be, 
several of the SUbjects responded negatively to the motivator. Four of the 
SUbjects declined from receiving the award if they were to win, but there 
was no apparent pattern based on liE Scale score, since two of the subjects 
were above the class mean and two were well below it. 
When the SUbjects were asked to state their reasons for wanting to write 
without being given a set of responses from which to choose, most of the 
selections were for intrinsic reasons, such as writing for "self-expression" 
or to write their autobiography (see Table 7). There seemed to be no 
relationship between the lIE Scale scores and reasons for writing, except 
that three of the four extrinsic selections were in the range of lIE Scale 
scores that were approximately at the class mean, suggesting neither an 
intrinsic nor extrinsic motivational orientation. However, with the sample 
being as small as it was and the mid-range incorporating only a few cases, a 
larger sample would be needed to explore whether or not th1s pattern 
suggested a relat1onsh1p between reasons for wr1t1ng and mot1vat1onal 
or1entat1on. 
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Table 7 
DISTRIBUTIONS OF REASONS GIVEN FOR WRITING 
liE 
SCORES 
10- 14 
(EXTRINSIC 
TENDENCY) 
7-9 
(MID-RANGE 
BETWEEN 
ORI ENTATIONS) 
1-6 
(I NTRINSIC 
TENDENCY) 
INTRINSIC EXTRINSIC 
14, 13, 12, 11, 8 
11, 10, 10, 10 
7 8, 7 
6, 5, 3, 2 1 
NOTE: THE FIGURES IN THE CElLS REPRESENT liE SCALE SCORES. 
"INTRINSIC" DESIGNATIONS WERE BASED ON WANTING TO 
WRITE fOR REASONS SUCH AS SElf - fULfiLLMENT. 
"EXTRINSIC" DESIGNATIONS WERE BASED ON WANTING TO 
WRITE BECAUSE Of THE REWARD WRITING WOULD BRING, 
SUCH AS SOCIAL STATUS OR fiNANCIAL GAIN. 
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DISCUSSION 
This study did not lead to any clear conclusions about the nature of 
creativity or the role of motivation In the creative process. Perhaps one of 
the few observations that can be made Is that the motivational profl1e of the 
class Is fairly slmtlar to that found In a random sample of subjects. The 
class mean Is slightly lower (more Intrinsic) than a normed mean established 
by Rotter for a large sample of college students. But since the class size Is 
small, this statement can be made as an observation of the class, but It 
cannot be generalized to a larger population. 
It Is extremely difficult to apply research methodology to a field such as 
creativity. Part of the problem Is that the definition of the word "creativity" 
Is not clearly elucidated and can be taken to mean quite different phenomena. 
As well, the processes Involved are not avatlable to Inspection, nor are the 
criteria by which one can Judge creativity as easy to Isolate as various other 
types of behavioral criteria. 
Assessing Creativity 
One of the major dlfflculttes encountered In this study was the evaluation 
of the quality of creative writing. Assessing creativity Is an extremely 
complex task because there are so many potenttal factors that are Involved 
In the process. Firstly, there are few clear models which can be used as a 
basis of comparison because a predominant concept In creativity Is 
Innovation. Therefore, If the product of a creative task Is slmtlar to an 
existing model, then Its Innovative qual1ty Is In question. Yet, evaluators may 
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be using models of slml1ar creative pieces as standards by which to judge a 
new product. 
As well, there Is the difficulty of assessing innovatlon In reference to 
other works. In other words, How Innovative is the creative product to be? 
For example, If the product Is a pIece of writing such as a short story, the 
story Is not likely to be so Innovative that It Is tota1Jy unique. What is more 
likely Is that new nuances or twists are used to otherwise famllar plots. 
The next problem with assessing creative Quality Is the extent to which 
Innovation Is a positive characteristic. It Is possible to write a story that Is 
so Innovative that It loses all of the expected qualities of a short story. It 
may be completely Innovative, but at the same time not be acceptable to the 
population that would expect to read It. This places the person who assesses 
a creative product In the position of not only Judging the Innovative quality 
of a product, but also the suitability of that product for a certain public. Yet, 
It Is difficult for an assessor to be able to predict the responses a creative 
product wi II receive from others. 
A case In point was a piece of writing that was assessed by the two 
raters for this study. One rater gave an assessment that was very high while 
the other rater gave an assessment that was extremely low. The reason for 
the discrepancy was that the SUbject had used an unusual co1Joqulal style of 
writing which one rater took as Innovation but the other saw as Ineffective 
writing. Basic to the assessment was what the raters thought the subject 
was Intending to accomplish by the piece of writing. So, It seems the rater's 
view of the writer's Intent Is another factor that can affect the assessment 
of the creative Quality of a piece of writing. 
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Inter-rater ReJiabfJity 
The establlshment of a high inter-rater reliability is a crucial factor in 
the methodology used 1n this study. In order to establish a high level of 
inter-rater correlation, it would have been necessary for the training period 
to be fairly lengthy, since creativity is a difficult phenomenon to assess. 
However, one of the problems with deliberately obtaining a high inter-rater 
correlation through training sessions is that the raters learn to assess the 
creative product, at least in part, through someone else's views. Yet, the 
raters were chosen from the domain of creative writing because it was 
expected that their expertise in that area was what would make their 
assessments valid. The training seSSions would have changed the way in 
which they evaluated writing. Thus for the sake of inter-rater reliability, 
the validity of their judgments would have been affected. 
The Sample 
The sample that was used had a number of characteristics which may 
have affected the results of the study. The sample consisted of a creative 
writing class whose members were all senior citizens. It would have been 
preferable to include other classes in the study that had a more diverse age 
range because age may well have affected the subjects' responses to the 
stUdy. For example, most of the SUbjects would have gone through their early 
schoollng at approximately the same time. Since the study was carried out 1n 
a classroom setting, perhaps their reactions to the setting were affected by 
the processes used in the schools at the time of their early education. 
Since the SUbjects for whom a complete set of data was obtained were all 
women, the results of the study could have been affected by this 
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characteristic as well. Rotter (1966) found that the means for the liE Scale 
varied somewhat based on whether the subjects were male or female. 
However, he found the differences to be minimal. 
The sample size for this study was small to begin with, but it became 
even smaller after the data for three subjects could not be obtained. It was 
difficult to establ1sh a larger sample because of the scarcity of creative 
wr1ting classes in close enough proximity to the study area. For this reason, 
the data did not show clear patterns which may have become apparent with a 
larger sample. A future stUdy would lik.ely need to incorporate sUbjects from 
a larger population in order to obtain an adequate sample size. 
Instruments 
Three instruments were used in conjunction with the assessment of 
motivation. The first one, the lIE Scale for determining the locus of control 
for an individual's reinforcement, may have not been adequate to determine 
intrinsic or extrinsic motivation. A measure of intrinsic or extrinsic 
motivation toward creative wr1ting alone would have been preferable, but 
the instruments that were available relied heavily on rater judgments, which 
could have led to the same problems as those experienced by the 
assessments of writing Quality. 
An instrument that would explore extrinsic and intrinsic motivational 
styles was developed for this study in the form of the Uk.ert Scale which 
was included as a part of the Questionnaire. Although further use of this 
instrument in the study of the Quality of writing may lead to some insights 
into creativ1ty, no clear relationships were discernible either to the locus of 
control test or to the QuaHty of creative of writing. 
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Research Cond1tlons 
All of the components of the study were applled under classroom 
conditions. This may have had an adverse effect on one motivational group 
more than the other, thereby skewing the results. On the other hand, the 
results may have been affected by personal1ty factors as well. It is possible 
that certain subjects, perhaps because of a characteristic such as a high 
anxiety level, may have performed worse on the post-treatment wr1ting 
because they knew 1t would be assessed. Therefore, the lack of clarity of the 
results may have been affected by such factors. 
A Reward as a Mot lyator 
When the reward was offered as a motivator for this study, the reactions 
to it were mixed. Some of the subjects responded by suggesting that they did 
not want the reward even if they won, whl1e others saw the reward as a 
positive aspect of the study. The problem with the offer of a reward as a 
motivator for doing a creative task is that the response to 1t was not clear. 
For example, some of the subjects responded as if a reward was being 
offered, whlle others responded as if the award was not a reward at all. 
Although It might be difficult to choose a motivator that would suit all of 
the subjects, It became apparent from the questionnaire that the prospect of 
having their work publlshed was a very high motivator to nearly all of the 
subjects. Therefore, if it were feasible to use a motivator such as that, the 
response to the reward would have been much more consistent. Under these 
conditions, the effects of the offer of a reward may have been more evident. 
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Future Research 
There are a number of key problems based on the fact that quantitattve 
methods were used in the study. First of all, creativity is such a nebulous 
concept that the definition of what is being researched is difficult enough to 
clarify. The assessment of creativity based on a set of criteria 1s as 
difficult to accomplish. 
Perhaps a more useful way to research creatiVity and motivation Is to 
choose published authors as subjects. The creative quality of the wrttlng 
would not need to be assessed because the quality of the wrttlng would 
already have been established by society through the public record of 
publ1catlon. The problem might stll1 be whether to choose the subjects based 
on a few highly rated publications, or on the basis of the number of 
publications. It might be useful to include some subjects from both 
categories of writers so that differences In motivational styles might be 
detected. 
The main thrust of the study would be on the motivational styles used by 
the authors. Through the use of questionnaires and Interviews, It seems 
l1kely that the kind of Information that would suggest motivational style 
(Intrinsic or extrinsic motivation) could be obtained. But the use of 
quaJttatlve research methodology would add a further dimension to the study. 
Instead of exploring only intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, which might be 
Irrelevant concepts In relation to creativity, there wt11 also be the option to 
do exploratory work Into motivational style that Is not restricted by the 
need to use quantifiable data as part of the methodology. In researching an 
area such as creativity and motivation, where firm data is difficult to 
obtain, it seems Jtkely that an exploratory approach could prove useful. 
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APPENDIX A 
I-E SCALE 
In each of the numbered statements below, there are two choices ("a" or "b") 
that deal similar Ideas. For each numbered statement, choose either -a- or 
-b-, but not both. Be sure to make one choice per numbered Item and leave 
none of the Items blank. 
1. a. Ch1Jdren get Into trouble because their parents punish them too much. 
b. The trouble with most cht1dren nowadays Is that their parents are too 
easy with them. 
2. a. Many of the unhappy things In people's JIves are partly due to bad luck. 
b. People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. 
3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars Is because people don't take 
enough Interest In politics. 
b. There wlJJ always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent 
them. 
4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve In this world. 
b. Unfortunately, an Individual's worth often passes unrecognized no 
matter how hard he tries. 
5. a. The Idea that teachers are unfair to students Is nonsense. 
b. Most students don't reaJlze the extent to which their grades are 
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liE SCALE 
Influenced by accidental happenings. 
6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 
b. Capable people who faU to become leaders have not taken advantage 
of their opportunities. 
7. a. No matter how hard you try some people just don't like you. 
b. People who can't get others to Itke them don't understand how to get 
along with others. 
8. a. Heredity plays the major role In determining one's personaltty. 
b. It Is one's experiences In Itfe which determine what they're Itke. 
9. a. I have often found that what Is going to happen will happen 
b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a 
decision to take a definite course of action. 
10. a. In the case of the well prepared student there Is rarely ever such a 
thing as an unfair test. 
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b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that 
stUdying Is real1y useless. 
11. a. Becoming a success Is a matter of hard work; luck has little or nothing 
to do with It. 
b. Getting a good Job depends mainly on being In the right place at the 
right time. 
liE SCALE 63 
12. a. The average citizen can have an Influence In government decisions. 
b. This world Is run by the few people In power, and there Is not much the 
Httle guy can do about It. 
13. a. When 1 make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work. 
b. It Is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many thing turn out 
to be a matter of good or bad fortune. 
14. a.There are certain people who are just no good. 
b. There Is some good In everybody. 
15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck. 
b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin. 
16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be 
In the right place first. 
b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability; luck has 
little or nothing to do with It. 
17. a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of 
forces we can ne1ther understand, nor control. 
b. By taking an active part In political and social affairs the people can 
control world events. 
18. a. Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are controlled 
by accidental happenings. 
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b. There really Is no such thing as "luck." 
19. a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes. 
b. It Is usually best to cover up one's mistakes, 
20. a. It Is hard to know whether or not a person really Hkes you. 
b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you 
are. 
21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the 
good ones. 
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b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ablllty, Ignorance, laziness, 
or a 11 three. 
22. a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 
b. It Is difficult for people to have much control over the things 
politicians do In office. 
23. a. Somet Imes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades 
they give. 
b. There Is a direct connect Ion between how hard I study and the grades 
I get. 
24. a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they 
should do. 
b. A good leader makes It clear to everybody what their Jobs are. 
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25. a. Many times I feeJ that I have ItttJe influence over the things that 
happen to me. 
b. It Is Impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an 
Important role In my Itfe. 
26. a. People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 
b. There's not much use In trying too hard to please people; If they Itke 
youJ they I Ike you. 
27. a. There Is too much emphasis on athletics In high schoo1. 
b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 
28. a. What happens to me Is my own doing. 
b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction 
my life Is taking. 
29. a. Most of the time I can't understand why politicians behave the way 
they do. 
b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a 
national as well as a local leve1. 
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NAME CODE • 
I IE SCALE ANSWER SHEET 
The liE scale consists of 29 pairs of statements. -a- or -b: 
Select either -a- or -b-. but not both. according to which 
statement Is the closest to the truth for yourself. Try to respond 
as accurate Iy as you can. 
RESPONSES 
1. a. b. 
2. a. b. 16. a. b. 
3. a. b. 17. a. b. 
4. a. b. 18. a. b. 
5. a. b. 19. a. b. 
6. a. b. 20 a. b. 
7. a. b. 21. a. b. 
8. a. b. 22. a. b. 
9. a. b. 23. a. b. 
10. a. b. 24. a. b. 
11. a. b. 25. a. b. 
12. a. b. 26. a. b. 
13. a. b. 27. a. b. 
14. a. b. 28. a. b. 
15. a. b. 29. a. b. 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please respond to each statement or question. Show your selection where 
multiple choices are given by checking the appropriate spaces provided. 
1. Have you ever published anything you have written? 
a. Yes__ b. No_ 
2. If you have published anything, please Indicate the type of pubicatlon in 
which it appeared (for example, newspaper or magazine). 
3. Did you ever take a creative writing course prior to this one? 
a. Yes_ b. No_ 
4. If you have, through which institution was it taken? 
5. What is the highest formal educational background that you have? 
a. elementary or junior high _ b. high school _ 
c. college or technical school _ d. some universlty_ 
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d. university graduate _ (which degree?) _______ _ 
e.other ___________________ _ 
6. Do you enjoy writing? 
a. Yes_ b. No_ 
7. If you enjoy writing, then which type do you prefer? Rank your preferences 
by numbering them (1 would be first choIce, 2 would be second, and so on). 
a. poetry _ b. artlcles_ 
c. short stories - d. essays_ 
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e. letters or other correspondence _ f. other _____ _ 
8. How did you feel about being Involved In this study? 
a. posltlve_ 
c. neutral_ 
e. strongly negatlve._ 
b. strongly posltive_ 
d. negat Ive_ 
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Comments? ________________________________________ ___ 
9. In your opinion, what is the purpose of this study? 
10. How did you react to the offer of a reward for doing a piece of writing? 
a. neutra I_b. negat Ive _ 
c. strongly negative _ d. posltive._ 
e. strongly posltive_ 
Comments· __________________________________________ _ 
11. Which of the following motivators for writing would be the greatest 
reward for you? Rank all of the following choices (1 for first choice, 2 for 
second, and do on). 
a. no reward at all. _ b. a small amount of money._ 
c. a large amount of money. _ d. a plaque or certificate. -
e. possible publication in a magazine. _ f. publ ication of the I ist of 
g. the same as this study._ 
Comments: 
winners in the local newspaper._ 
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12. Listed below are several possible reasons why people might want to take 
a creative writing course, or to develop their writing sktlls. Circle the 
number (1, 2, 3, or 4) that best describes your reasons for writing. Please 
check only one column for each statement. (Checking code: SA=Strongly 
agree; A=Agree; D=Disagree; and SD=Strongly Disagree.) 
SA A D SD 
a. I want to write because I get a lot 
of pleasure from writing. 2 3 4 
b. I want to write because I want 
to be a free-lance writer. 2 3 2 
c. I want to write so that I can do we 11 
in courses or in my career. 2 3 4 
d. I want to write because I enjoy 
expressing myself through writing. 2 3 4 
e. I want to write because I 1 ike to gain 
new insights through writing. 2 3 4 
f. I like to write because someone else, 
1 ike a teacher or friend, has 
encouraged me to write. 2 3 4 
g. I want to write because the abi11ty to g. I 
want to write because the ability to 
write well may provide me with the 
opportunity to do well in one or more fields. 2 3 4 
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SA A 0 SO 
h. I want to write because I enjoy 
public recognition for my writing. 2 3 4 
1. I want to write because I derive 
satisfaction from expressing myself 
clearly and eloquently. 2 3 4 
j. I want to write because I feel 
relaxed when I am writing. 2 3 4 
k. I want to write because I enjoy 
playing with words. 2 3 4 
1. I want to wr1te because I feel that 
writing has the potential for leading to 
financial rewards. 2 3 4 
m. I want to write because I enjoy 
becoming involved with 1deas, characters, 
events, and images in writing. 2 3 4 
13. If you were to choose only one reason why you want to write, what would 
it be? 
14. Please add any comments that would he lp me gain insight into how you 
viewed the procedure in the research, and how you reacted to what happened. 
QUESTIONNAIRE 71 
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APPENDIX C 
RESEARCH PROJECT IN CREATIVE WRITING 
AN INFORMATION HANDOUT TO CREATIVE WRITING STUDENTS 
The processes Involved In writing creatively have tended to be quite 
elusive and difficult to understand. Some inroads have been made into 
understanding the creative process, but there is a great deal that remains a 
mystery. It is the purpose of this study to attempt to expand the 
understanding of an aspect of the process of creative wr1ting. 
I am currently working toward an M. Ed. degree at the University of 
Lethbridge. This research project,which will be written up as a paper, is a 
part of the requirements to complete my program. 
I am requesting your help in the project, which will take about an hour of 
your time. In order to keep the information that you supply confidential, 
please do not put your name on any of the materal. A tag will be clipped to 
each of your documents where you will write your name. A code number will 
be assigned to each of your documents, and your name will be removed and 
kept separate from your documents. 
Your names will not be used In the study, or the paper that results from 
the study. All information that you supply will be used in a confidential 
manner. 
You will receive two documents from me: 
1. A statement soon after the study that informs you of what I was 
attempting to discover. 
2. A summary of the overall results of the study. Personal results on 
any of the research procedures w t J J not be given out. 
APPENDIX D 
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH 
A HANDOUT TO THE SUBJECTS AFTER THE PROCEDURE IS COMPLETED 
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A significant number of research studies have indicated that the offer of 
a reward for do1ng a creat1ve task such as writing impedes the creative 
process. However, the research does not 1ndicate how people are affected 
based on their motivational styles (1ntrinslc or extrinsic). Intrinsic 
mot1vation is wanting to do a task because you enjoy doing the task. 
Extrinsic motivation 1s doing a task for the results of doing it. For example, 
if someone were to want to write to earn money, that is extrinsic 
motivation. The first questionnaire was given to establlsh motivational 
orientation. 
The purpose of this study was to attempt to understand a number of 
things: 
I. What motivational styles are most common in the creative writing 
class involved In the project? Is there a difference In creative quaJ1ty based 
on motivational orientation? 
2. Is there an effect on the quaJtty of creative writing If a reward Is 
offered, and in particular, is there a difference based on whether a person Is 
intrinsically or extrinsically motivated? 
3. How do people who are Involved in a creative task view the offer of 
a reward for writing? 
I would Itke to thank you for taking the time to be involved in this study. I 
will mati a summary of the results to you once the research project Is 
completed. 
